Taggart takes yet another view of the influence of knowledge development. By 1979-1980, he had evolved a longer-run strategy for using research and technical assistance to raise the quality of youth employment programs, consistent with his pessimism about the ability of practitioners to discover more effective techniques by themselves.  The idea was that the evaluations of discretionary knowledge development projects and the activities of intermediäries would produce a list of discrete program options.  Taggart uses the term "cookie cutter programs" to describe these options.  Different settings would require different combinations of options, given their youth populations, mix of organizations, and employment Problems.  The intermediäries would function äs technical assistance agents, under contract with localities, to deliver pieces of a program.
With the demise of the network of organizations created by the knowledge development process, this mechanism failed to materialize. But Taggart's own activities now focus on the use of Computer technology to construct education and training programs for high-risk youths from the available body of packaged curricula. Among his clients are local councils created under JTPA.
Against this relatively sanguine view of the influence of knowledge development is arrayed a more pessimistic view, which takes its point of departure from assessments of the methodological quality of knowledge development activities and their payoff in terms of scientifically verifiable results. Michael Borus, a researcher from Rutgers, has reviewed research on employment programs for high-risk youths, including the Neighborhood Youth Corps, the Job Corps, and a number of discretionary knowledge development projects under YEDPA.  He found serious methodological flaws in most impact evaluations of these programs— including low response rates, lack of adequate comparison groups, and rudimentary development of treatments—and little evidence, outside of Job Corps, of positive effects.
He concludes that no progress has been made in creating effective programs, and that, because of a lack of methodological and Substantive sophistication, policy makers and program administrators continue to make the same mistakes with each new initiative.  His recommended Solutions include evaluating only fully implemented programs and using "true experimental designs," carefully designed and implemented data collection Instruments, benefit-cost analyses of program effects, and planned variations in program design (Borus, 1984) .
Between the sanguine view of policy- and program-oriented researchers, on the one hand, and the unrelenting skepticism of the academic research Community, on the other, lies a vast gulf of misunderstanding, disagreement, and conflict over what constitutes "useful" knowledge.  For policy staff and program-oriented researchers, knowledge is useful when it helps to solve immediate problems that legislators, administrators, and practitioners think need solving. Knowledge comes in many forms—logic, insight, operating skill, political intelligence, and empathy, to name a few—only one of which is social science research.  Creating new knowledge depends on a prior Investment in programs and institutions to deliver them.  Research methods are only useful insofar äs they are instrumental in solving

